willingness to pay, by reporting whether they would rather have the snack pack or different small amounts of money, ranging from $.50 to $5.00 in $.50 increments. Finally, some filler items relevant to the snack pack were included: how often they eat the items in the snack pack; how appealing it seems; how likely they would be to purchase it; and what would be included in their ideal snack pack.
In addition, participants received an opaque cup with a clear lid containing one die to shake when they finished the questionnaires. They learned that if they rolled an even number they would win a snack pack. They were told that the die was placed in the cup to ensure that the experimenters would not lose it, and that they should take "a couple of practice throws" before they roll the die for real to try to win the snack pack. The die-rolling task was designed to give participants leeway to lie, by allowing them to roll the die until they got the outcome they wanted.
The experimenter stepped aside and made it obvious that they were not watching participants closely as they worked. They recorded whether participants verbally reported rolling a winning number. All participants were offered a snack pack at the end of the experiment, whether they reported winning or not.
Results and Discussion
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Nine of the 144 participants failed to fill out the emotions scale properly, six of them failed to complete the willingness to pay measure, and eight of them declined to roll the die, resulting in varying numbers of participants (between 133 and 136, depending on overlap) in each analysis.
Because we only know the number that each participant reported to us, not the actual number that they rolled or how many tries it took them to roll it, our procedure only allowed us to see cheating at the aggregate level, not uncover whether any specific participant cheated.
Regardless, evidence of cheating clearly emerged: 76.5% of participants reported rolling a winning number, more than expected by chance, χ 2 (1, N = 136) = 38.12, p < .001, ϕ = .53.
Further, the hungrier participants were, the more likely they were to report winning the snack pack. A logistic regression with hunger and willingness to pay as predictors revealed that hunger was a significant predictor of likelihood of winning (and thus likelihood of cheating), β = .42, p = .009. Willingness to pay was a predictor of likelihood of winning as well, although only marginally, β = .36, p = .09. Interestingly, hunger and willingness to pay were uncorrelated, r(133) = .02, p = .80, suggesting that participants do not find the prize to be monetarily more valuable when they are hungry.
It may be that when participants are hungry, however, the economic value of the chips may not change, but the chips would nonetheless seem crispier, the Snickers bar would seem more satisfying, etc. Hunger and the non-monetary value of the snack pack (i.e., its appeal, one of our filler questions) are indeed marginally correlated, r(134) = .16, p = .07, yet when we added appeal to the regression, neither it (β = .23, p = .19) nor willingness to pay (β = .30, p = .16) predicted winning significantly, whereas hunger still did, β = .39, p = .02.
